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This study examines the perceptions of undergraduate, graduate and professional students 
about advising at UC Davis. It uses data collected with a survey mailed to a stratified random 
sample of 1565 students. Of the surveys mailed, 51.2% were returned. 

The study identifies the following major findings. 

Davis students feel positive about the information they receive prior to 
enrolling. Undergraduates are consistently more satisfied than their peers nationally 
with the accuracy of pre-enrollment information, with the accuracy of the college 
catalog and admissions publications, and with college orientation programs. 

Davis students appreciate and use the various sources of academic advising 
found on campus. 

Davis freshmen report less use than their national counterparts of academic 
advising services (59.5% versus 67.4%). 

Davis undergraduates report about the same levels of satisfaction with the 
availability of their advisors and the value of the advice provided as do their na- 
tional counterparts. 

The comments of the respondents suggest that not all students can easily 
meet with their faculty advisors and that some students receive misleading or 
contradictory information. 

Respondents who have used career planning services or job placement 
services report moderately high levels of satisfaction with those services. Indeed, 
undergraduates report greater :)atisfacticn with such services at Davis than do their 
counterparts at commensurate institutions. 

Davis undergraduates defer use of career planning and job placement 
services until late in their academic careers and so are less able to use career 
advising in planning their academic careers. 



INTRODUCTION 

In Spring 1987 Student Affairs Research and Information surveyed students at UC Davis 
to determine their perceptions of campus strengths and '.veaknesses. Using a questionnaire de- 
veloped by the American College Testing Program (ACT) and a set of campus-specific questions, 
respondents provided their opinions about a range of campus programs and services, and evaluated 
various aspects of the college environment. We sent the survey to a sample of UC Davis undergradu- 
ate, graduate and professional students; a second mailing to non-respondents followed four weeks 
later. This report reflects data from a 51.2% response rate overall. 

We constructed a sample of 1565 students, disproportionately stratified by ethnicity 
and level; therefore, ratios of sample to population vary by subpopulation and the analysis of the 
whole population uses weighted values. For responses to questions of satisfaction, we assigned 
numeric values on a scale from 5 (Very Satisfied) to I (Very Dissatisfied). We then multiplied the 
response value by a weighting factor that took into account respondent ethnicity, gender and class 
level. 

This analysis uses means to compare Davis responses with norms derived from a sample 
of colleges with populations larger than 10,000 students surveyed between January 1, 1984 and 
December 31, 1986. Davis means reported here are, unless otherwise noted, foi underg'*aduate 
respondents. In particular, mean responses reported for individual ethnic groups are onl^ for 
undergraduates. These means must, however, be viewed with caution. Weighting of Davis responses 
and the nature of the response scale render these numbers imprecise when making comparisons 
with colleges nationally.' 

This report discusses academic advising services at Devis. The body of the report con- 
tains summary statistics, the Appendix attached presents tables of the complete responses to 
relevant questions. 

Many educators believe that the nature, quality and availability of academic advice 
profoundly affects the academic experience of students. Although it is difficult to isolate advising 
from the rest of the academic experience, the following areas can be identified: 

I. Pre-enrollment advising- -The ACT questionnaire includes questions 
on the "accuracy of college information . . . received before enroll- 
ing," "college catalog/admissions publications," and "college orien- 
tation program." 

II. Academic advising--The ACT questionnaire measures satisfaction 
with "academic advising services," "availability" of advisors, and 
"value of the information provided" by advisors. 

III. Career advising- -This area is included under the rubric, "academic 
advising" because of the consequences that career advising and 
counseling have on a student's academic career. 

'All appendix further disc jssing methodology is available upon request. 
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In addition to answering specific questions about the various kinds of advising found at 
DC Davis, n;any respondents addressed the matter directly in the survey's Comments section. This 
section asked respondents; "What is your advice [to the new chancellor] for strengthening UC 
Davis." The wording of this instruction may have encouraged respondents to focus their remarks 
on weaknesses rather than strengths. 



PRE-ENROLLMENT ADVISING 

Pre-enrollment Information 

All respondents- -undergraduate, graduate and professional students- -generally report 
satisfaction with the "accuracy of college information" they received prior to enrolling at UC Davis. 
The mean satisfaction rating reported by all undergraduates compares favorably with national 
norms (3.71 versus 3.63). Women, particularly undergraduates, are more likely than men to be 
Very Satisfied or Satisfied with pre-enrollment information (68.7% versus 61.2% for all male 
respondents and j% versus 59.9% for undergraduate women and men respectively). This finding 
follows national patterns. 

Subtle differences exist among the distributions of undergraduate responses by ethnic 
subgroups. Chicanos, for example, are least likely to feel Neutral about pre-enrollment informa- 
tion and most likely to report either high or low levels of satisfaction. Few Asians report being 
Very Satisfied (6.5%;; most report being Satisfied or Neutral (87.8%). Blacks and Chicanos are by 
far the most likely to report being Very Satisfied or Satisfied (63.4% and 68.8% respectively) with 
pre-enrollment information. 



College Catalog 

Respondents at all levels, post-baccalaureate as well as undergraduate, appear quite 
satisfied with the General Catalog and Admissions publications. Davis undergraduates rate "col- 
lege catalog/admissions publications" slightly higher than the mean satisfaction reported in the 
national norms (3.99 versus 3.86). More than four-fifths of the undergraduates and almost two- 
thirds of the graduate and professional students report being Very Satisfied or Satisfied (81.0% 
and 64.5% respectively) with this variable. 

Among undergraduates. Engineering respondents in particular report being Very Satisfied 
or Satisfied with college catalogs and Admissions publications (91.0% versus 81.2% for Agricultural 
& Environmental Sciences and 78.7% for Letters & Science). Greater satisfaction with the accu- 
racy of these materials possibly results from the rigorous structure of Engineering programs, 
making them easier to describe than curricula in Letters and Science or Agricultural and 
Environmental Sciences, also. Engineering publishes a separate college Bulletin . This level of satis- 
faction suggests that the other colleges should examine Engineering's pre-enrollment materials. 
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College Orientation 

Of the slightly less than two-thirds of undergraduate respondents who indicate partici- 
pdtion in ''college orientation programs," more than three-quarters (77.1%) report being Very 
Satisfied or Satisfied with them. Overall, undergraduates report a somewhat higher participation 
rate than that reported in the national norms (64.1% versus 63.1%), similarly, UC Davis reflects 
a higher mean satisfaction rating (4.03 versus 3.87). 

Predictably, participation rates decline by undergraduate class level; more freshmen report 
participation in orientation programs than sophomores or upper division students, while seniors 
report the least participation. But satisfaction declines by class level as well, many more fresh- 
men than seniors report being Very Satisfied or Satisfied with college orientation (89.6% versus 
76.2% for sophomores, 74.8% for juniors & 71.1% for seniors). Some decline in satisfaction prob- 
ably stems from the relative loss of immediacy of the material and advice shared during orienta- 
tion. Also, some dissatisfaction may result from differing orientation needs between new lieshmen 
and transfer students. This result suggests a possible need to review the clients of orieitation 
programs to see if their needs are met. 



Comments aboui Pre-enrollment Information 

The sparsity of comments concerning pre-enrollment information supports the generally 
high levels of satisfaction indicated in the responses to the questions. 

One senior respondent who did not attend the sumjier orientation program noted that '1 
came to UCD not aware of what services were offered and where 1 could go for help. 1 lived in 
an apartment with my sister [my] freshman year and she was not very informative at all." For 
one student, at least, missing the orientation program proved io be a drawback. Perhaps it would 
be useful to send a checklist of steps to perform after arriving on campus to those unable to 
participate in the Summer Advising program. 



Academic Advising 
UC Davis delivers academic advising in a number of ways, including: 

1. Faculty Advising- -Faculty perform a substantial proportion of de- 
partmental and major advising. Graduate and professional students 
receive virtually all advising from their faculty advisors. 

2. Staff Advising- -Most departments assign one or more staff to pro- 
vide some academic advising to students. The level of advising 
provided varies by department, ranging from clerical support for 
faculty advisors to substantial advising support overseen by mas- 
ter faculty advisors. Each college also provides staff level academic 
advising. Additional staff providing academic and career advice can 
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be found in Advising Services, Work Learn/Career Planning and 
Placement, and the Learning Skills Center. 

3. Peer Advising— Academic Peer Advisors work in about thirty-five 
academic departments. The Academic Peer Advising program supple- 
ments faculty and staff academic advising. 

4. Additional Advising- -Students receive academic advice from a vari- 
ety of additional formal and informal sources, including deans, fellow 
students, tutors. Counseling Center staff, and other faculty and staff 
not formally charged with this function. 

The large variety of sources of academic advising on the Davis campus partially obscures 
the results of the student opinion survey. It is not always possible to identify the kind of aca- 
demic advising with which students express satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Accordingly, interpre- 
tations of these results should be treated with some caution. 



Academic Advising Services 

More than two-thirds of the survey respondents indicate using 'academic advising serv- 
ices" (77.3% of all undergraduates and 44.0% of all graduate and professional students). This result 
compares with a national norm of 75.6%. The mean satisfaction of all undergraduates (3.69) is 
higher than the national norm (3.52), suggesting that the campus's efforts in this area are not 
unappreciated. 

Students indicate general satisfaction with academic advising, with undergraduates slightly 
more satisfied than graduate students. Usage of academic advising services varies widely by 
subgroup. In particular. Blacks use academic advising more extensively than other students (90.6% 
versus 74.3%). An even greater difference exists between freshmen and juniors (59.5% versus 84.1%). 
To some extent we would expect usage of academic advising to go up with time on campus, but 
the fact that only two-fifths of Davis freshmen report having received academic advising is cause 
for some concern. In addition, although the pattern of usage and class level for undergraduates 
corresponds to national patterns, Davis freshman usage falls below tne national no^ni for fresh- 
men (59.5% versus 67.4%). 



Availability of Advisor 

Asked about the ^'availability of your advisor," UC Davis undergraduates report slightly 
higher levels of satisfaction than the national norms (3.57 versus 3.54), graduate students, how- 
ever, report much higher satisfaction rates (3.98). Slightly more than half of undergraduates (54.4%) 
say that they are Very Satisfied or Satisfied, about one- third report being Neutral about the 
availability of advisors. 
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Where subgroups differ in their responses to this question, the differences come largely 
from changes in the percents who are Neutral. Thus, for example, graduate and professional stu- 
dents are generally more jatisfied than undergraduates and substantially fewer are Neutral on this 
item (13.7% yersiis 34.1%). 

Overall satisfaction among undergraduates varies only slightly by level although more 
freshmen and sophomores report being Neutral on the issue than juniors and seniors. This pat- 
tern, duplicated on the national level, suggests at least two possibilities: 

Students make up their minds about the availability of advisors as their careers 
progress. 

Advanced students seek out academic advising more readily than less advanced 
students. 



Value of Information Provided by Advisor 

Undergraduate respondents report a slightly lower mean satisfaction rating regarding the 
"value of information provided by your advisor" than reported nationwide (3.39 versus 3.41). The 
Davis means are, in keeping with the national patterns, lower than the corresponding ones for 
"advisors availability" and "academi'' advising services"; this finding suggests that the mere 
presence and use of academic advising do not make the information valuable to students. 

Fewf respondents report being Very Satisfied or Satisfied with the value of the informa- 
tion providec by their advisors than with the availability of advisors (51.6% versu s 59.9%) and more 
say that tiiey are Dissatisfied or Very Dissatisfipd (17.4% versus 11.0%). Undergraduates are less 
likely to report being Very tisfied or Satisfied than graduate and professional students (48.8% 
versus 60.2%). 

Engineering students appear to be the least satisfied of the undergraduates; only 30.1% 
report being Very Satisfied or Satisfied ( versus 57.1% for Agricuilural & Environmental Sciences 
and 48.4% for Letters & Science), while 25.1% say they were Dissatisfied or Very Dissatisfied ( versus 
15.3% for Agricultural & Environmental Sciences and 17.2% for Letters & Science). 

There is considerable diversity of response among th'' ""thnic subgroups of undergraduates. 
More Blacks report being Dissatisfied or Very Dissatisfied (24.^,"; versus 16.2% for Chicanos and 18.2% 
for American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos). American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos are least like- 
ly to report Very Satisfied or Satisfied (44.0% versus 52.9% for Blacks and 50.8% for Chicanos). 



Comments about Academic Advising Services 

Many students chose to comment on academic advising. These comments responded to 
a broad request- -"What is your advice for strengthening UC Davis?" --and they may take a tone 
more negative than one would expect, given their answers to the questions about academic advising. 
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Several comments indicate general dissatisfaction with academic advising. Examples 
include: 

UC Davis needs to jwprove.y. departmentdJ advising. 

After spending four years at Da^ 's as an undergraduate and tiiree years as 
a profession^ scijooi sti^ent, f feef t/iaumajor probiem areas at UCD [inciudej very 
poor advising services. 

Academic Advising in tiie Graduate Division is poorfy organized and not 
presented weii to tiie student 

Some general and specific compliments balance these general complaints: 

Wis campus fias many strengtiis t/iougA especiaiiy in advising services, 
atA/etic programs, and genera f education 

As a student, f'm quite satisfied witii t/ie education that fiiave received in 
this institution, f'm very impressed by tiie extensive counsefing and advising 
services,..avaHabJe to us;pfease Jreep fupj tfiegood worJc, don t ever cut tbese pro- 
grams UCD campus is siiii growing, but pfease don t sacrifice quaiity for quantity 

We financiai Aid and Bio Sci Advising are MEALiiere. The peopie in these 
two offices are warm, concerned and exceptional 

And two rather mixed reviews: 

The counseiing i have received has been adequate However, fstiii do not 
Anow what classes transferred with how many units, a f though f have asJced, 

My previous advisor was mdhing^niore than an uninformed figure-head My 
current advisor is fine 

On balance, the general comments suggest that students regard academic advising at Davis 
positively, but not wholly so; the experiences of some respondents appear to have been unsatis-* 
factory. Other, mvre specific comments reveal some weaknesses in academic advising at Davis. 

Even though responses to the question indicated generally high levels of satisfaction with 
the availability of advisors, some students were unhappy with this aspect of advising: 

UC Davis needs profe^ors that wiiihave more office hours avaiiabie to their 
students; UCD needs evaluation sheets for the students to evaluate their advisors 

As far as career services, fhe Minority Engineering Program and EOF have 
helped me a temendous amount I have NL^ER seen or spoken to my advisor He 
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is always sWJ on vacation iiirou^i? orientation weeJc (aii 3 quarters) and i need to 
get anotijer &jgineerii^ professor to dear my fee iioids i dont j(now ijow i wouid 
manage witiiout EOE MEP. CALESS, & Learning SliiJis Center 

Tije avaiiabiiity of tiie Bio Sci Advisors is too scarce, ft was liard for me 
toget fjeip wfjen f needed it 

fffjen f first came to UCD, f was assigned an advisor iffjen f went to see 
fiim 2 or 3 days before scfjoof starte-*' [Faff i984J tfiere was a note on tfie door wfiicfj 
said fie was on sabbatfcaf, so f started seeing the peer adviser fo^^ the Coffege of 
Letters & Science A few montfis fater f ffffed out tfie forms to transfer to *Jie Coffege 
ofAg. mtAout any of the requirements to do sa To my surprise, f was accepted 
to tfie Coffege with no questions asfced. Tome, this indicates that there is someihii^ 
wrong with the current sp tern in progress today 

The relatiorship between graduate students and their advisors differs significantly from 
those of undergraduates. Specifically, g'-aduate students may have special problems with the 
availability of their advisors: 

The onfy troubl: f have had as a graduate student at UCD has been deaf- 
ing with an advisor who is not the same as my major professor f do not see a need 
to fceep these two rofes separate ffmy major professor is the one f off owing aff 
my progress very cfosefy this person is afways in the best position to advise me 
in academic matters, 

however one point f woufd fifce to criticize about UC Davis Jhe worfc on 
evafuation of the capacity or foad of this campus has net been done wefL Many 
graduate students are accepted each quarter each year yet they cannot find a 
suitabfe major advisor to foffow, nor can they get whofesome ffnanciaf aid; espe- 
ciaffy Internationa/ students. The funds of this campus as weffas of individuaf facufty 
are very if mi ted, which has forced some students [to J tafce pfan ff [no thesis) in 
their major programs ft shoufd be worJced through to affeviate this probfem! 

My advisor (R L Bafdwinjfs noted for his exceffence in teachipg, research 
and the care with which he treats his students (financiaf, person a f J. Other students 
are not so fucfcy i came here specificaffy because of Dr Baidwin and wouid do so 

Currently students unhappy with advisor availability constitute only a small minority. This 
situation could change if accommodations are not made when, as seems a probable consequence 
of growth, the campus expands its hours of instruction. With restricted hours of instruction, it 
may be assumed that sometime during the week a student and his/her faculty advisor will be on 
campus and free at the same time--not always, but often. As the hours of instruction expand, 
it will become less true. Similarly, the hours when staff advising is available will have to be ex- 
panded to conform to the schedules of those students taking only evening courses. 
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Some students complain about confusing or conflicting advice: 

I'ln, on the whole, very satisfied with this college. OccasionaHy, though J 
get confused mth ail the afferent reguirewents The major reguirements are easy 
enough to understand, but breadth and G.E, ar? confusing especiaiiy when they ■ 
change And when asfring different peopie, even advisors, f receive different an- 
swers Sometimes the answers even con f Hot This is a minor point, though, and 
one, f'm sure, that wifi be worJredout 

J dont know if this is an attitude that is restricted to our department or 
to the whoie campus, but graduate students are treated veiypoorfy hom the first 
day we arrive, no one bothers to know the ruies, so advisers often give pooLand 
insmecLadvice.,. 

Graduate advisors shouid be more in contact with students; shouid be aware 
of students' progress....case of a student in my department., who was toid by the 
advisor that .no more coursework is necessary; then in the middie of the students ' 
research/ thesis, he was instructed (by a new advisor) to do more coursework To 
avoid confrontation with facuity, the student took more courses, at the cost of his 
research. 

It is likely that one of Davis's gred strengths in academic advising- -its many different 
souT-ces of academic advising- -may also be a weakness. Unless all these sources coordinate 
exceptionally well, the conflicting advice allud'^d to by these students will likely be the result, in 
addition, the piesence of so many sources of advice inay lead students to seek it from inappro- 
priate sources: 

[AJ specific probiem f have ha J-— -getting fafse information from ^he 
secretaries in the Coiiege of L^S, which caused me to iose severai (4-5 hours each 
time) hours of time This happened 3 times and wouidn t if id been referred to 
someone guaiified to heip 

Students are often unable to distinguish between various staff. The student who asks for advice 
may place a secretary in a very awkward position; it may seem better to the secretary to try to 
help than to shuffle the student off to another office, but the long term results may be negative. 

A comment from a foreign student is worth citing in its entirety: 

As a fore^ student, ihope the campus administrators wiii be more sensitive 
to the probfems foreign students have in their first guarter The SfSShas been very 
heipfui However, the staff is too smaii to provide personai contacts to the huge 
number of foreign students. A foreign student needs not oniy the information about 
how the schooiruns (which is weii provided in the one-week orientation program) 
but aiso emotionai support— friends is it possibie for the schooi administration 
to utifize student organizations to heip foreign students estabhsh personai contacts 
with American students so that they might be abie to get acciimatized to this cuiture 
axn? 
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We probably should not place too much weight on the comment of one studenl, nevertheless, this 
comment does stand as a reminder of the special problems faced by foreign student.. 

Finally, students do recognize attempts to improve academic advising. 

Tlie College of Letters & Science is making an effort toward a more 
personaiized approacJ] to student-staff reiations; Iiowever, more needs to be done 
A specia! effort needs to be made at tJje administrative and admory ieveis Smaii 
clianges, for exampie, a simpiename cliangefor 'Vndeciared'l and iarge cAanges, 
like training for advisers, especiaiiy tliose in contact wj'tJ] new/ transfer students 
and students wjih speciai probiems- -financiai or academic. 



CAREER ADVISING 

Many academicians and student? are ambivalent about the relationship between academic 
career and vocation. Some conceptualize education as a goal to be sought in its own right, a notion 
demeaned by any suggestion that a university is a training ground for future employment. 
Conversely, many students depend upon a university to give them the skills necessary to succeed 
in jobs after graduation. Few would argue that there ought to be no connection between what 
students learn at a university and what they do with their lives afterward. In this vein, academic 
advising and career advising are, or at least should be, intertwined. 



Career Planning Services 

Because relatively few undergraduates (20.5%) indicate ever using ''career planning serv- 
ices,' analysis of satisfaction by subgroup is not appropriate. Even though low, the usage indi- 
cated by Davis respondents is higher than that implied by the national norms (19.6%). Overall, 
undergraduates report being fairly satisfied with career planning services (74.7% Very Satisfied or 
Satisfied); no respondents report being Very Dissatisfied with career planning services. In addi- 
tion, Davis undergraduates report higher mean satisfaction than the national norms (3.87 versus 
3.68). 

Use of career planning services increases with class standing and takes a substantial leap 
among seniors. This pattern suggests that students may be either unaware or unwilling to draw 
the connection between planning a career and planning an academic program early in their stay 
at Davis. It also suggests an identification of career planning and job placement by survey 
respondents. Such misidenl'fication is further suggested by the fact that almost identical pro- 
portions of students responded to the questions about career planning services and job placement 
(26.6% and 27.2%). It should be noted, however, that the mean satisfaction with job placement 
is substantially below that with career planning (3.64 versus 3.82). 

Comments about Career Planning Services 

Comments about career planning services fall into three general groups. The first of these 
is very general in focus: 
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. J say we could aJJget along just fine without career pJanning services, 
counseiing programs, cuiturai programs and mandatory student heaith insurance 
prqgrams.... 

Career advisors need to show more concern for student needs and provide 
more direction ^^^^pd for more hands-on experience for future empioyment 

Ve should heip students more in expioring career paths 

Provide informative, good, career planning for aff who come to and are 
attending UC Davis 

Uie career center shoufd be improved by maJdi^ deadfines more reasonabfe, 
as weffas m airing it more accessibfe to fower cfassmen 

This last comment comes from a senior, who -^^ppears to realize ihal it is advantageous to ex- 
amine career options early in an academic 

A second group of students comment specincail) on the information available about career 
planning services, including a freshman ' a junior: 

A comment thatf wish to maice, is to strengthen the career/... nnii^ program. 
To somehow (maybe through the ^ggis} send out more information on thi6 program. 
Even though i haven t used this program, it's because i didn t icnow about Jt untii 
reading this survey f niyseff am very much confused about my current major Maybe 
this program coufd hefp me, but f don t Jrnow where or how to get informed 

ft woufd be nice if there was more information avaifabfe concerning both 
financiaf aid and the various career -hefp services avaifabfe ft seems these are 
primariiy services one must seeJr out for one's seffat this time for exampfe, and 
this moy sound a fittfe ignorant, but coming in as a freshman f had no idea why 
one shoufd taice up an internship or what services were avaifabfe to me to fearn 
mere 



A thiH group of comments concern a perceived limitation in the range of career advising 
available, these respondents generally ocek increased assistance outside the physical sciences and 
engineering; 

Of aff UCs, Davis has best if^ [fnternationaf f^efaiions) program, yet we don t 
even have a department „just an interdiscipfinary study Afso, most of the campus 
programs are designed for science fphysicaf) majors, such as: career day etc. The 
onfy career the University sees for ff^ majors is travef agent 

Better caiter awareness days . . 'd fnterviews for bfo sci students. The 
campus is not onfy for engineers.^ 
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More career recruitment for libera! arts- -currently it is sinewed towards 
teclinical fieids 

More information on career options in professionai schoois; especiaiiy 
Veterinary Medicine. 

Finally, and in a different vein, one law student wrote: 

My professors, courses and course seiection, career and placement services 
experiences and my experience witli student government at iO'^g HaJi has deen AB- 
SOLUTELY FANTASTfC! Bigii growiJ], high energy mature students- -just superb. 
However, / wouidnot attend Davis as an undergraduate / feci that undergraduate 
students tend to be racist, sexist andgeneraiiy extremeiy conservative i have oniy 
used the iaw schooi's planning and piacement services 



CONCLUSIONS 

The survey results strongly suggest that students appreciate the complex of advising func- 
tions at UC Davis. Davis students use these services at rates comparable with or higher than those 
suggested by the national norms for public institutions of 10,000 or more students, and they 
generally report higher mean satisfaction ratings. 

Davis students generally feel well-served by the variety of academic advising services 
offered on the campus. Nevertheless, the campus will probably have to adjust its manner of 
delivering academic advising as it grows, especially if it expands its hours of instruction. 

Although those who avail themselves of career planning services seem generally satisfied, 
such planning is often done too late in a student's academic career to have a large impact on that 
career. This limitation is likely to be particularly serious for undergraduates who seek employment 
immediately after graduation. 

Nevertheless, the comments indicate the presence of some weaknesses in the system. 
Advising programs are not fully integrated and many students do not get into the advising system 
early enough in their academic, careers to take full advantage of the services offered. Some of 
these shortcomings could be remedied by improvements in the way students are informed about 
the presence of the variety of advising services on the campus and some by providing a single, 
well publicized intake into the complex of advising. What might work is an office or individual 
who would refer students to academic advising resources. In any case, increased coordination of 
the various advising functions is in order. 
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APPENDIX 



RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS 

The following tables give the responses to individual questions dealing with academic and 
' ited advising. These tables use weighted data so that individual responses are assigned a weight 
corresponding to the individual's represented ness in the UC Davis student population by ethnicity, 
gender, and class level 
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TABLE A- 1 



ACCURACY OF COLLEGE INFORMATION RECEIVED PRIOR TO ENROLLING 

Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 




bausfiea 


oausiied 


Neuiral 


Dissatisfied 


Dissalisfied 


Rating 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Total Group 


14.0% 


50.9% 


27.0% 


5.7% 


2.3% 


3.69 


Men 


il.8 


49.4 


29.3 


5.4 


4.2 


3.59 


Women 


16.2 


52.5 


24.7 


6.0 


0.5 


3.78 


Graduate/Professional 


11.0 


52.9 


26.1 


6.9 


3.1 


3.62 


Undergraduates: 














All 


15.1 


50.2 


27.3 


5.3 


2.1 


3.71 


Men 


12.4 


47.5 


31.3 


4.7 


4.0 


3.60 


Women 


17.4 


52.6 


23.7 


5.9 


0.4 


3.81 


SAA: 














Blacks 


25.7 


37.7 


29.9 


5.5 


1.3 


3.81 


Chicanes 


25.5 


43.3 


20.3 


9.8 


1.2 


3.82 


Other SAA^ 


10.2 


55.3 


24.1 


5.8 


4.6 


3.61 


Non-SAA: 














Asians 


6.5 


57.8 


30.0 


4.4 


1.3 


3.64 


Other Non-SAA2 


16.4 


49.1 


27.1 


5.2 


2.2 


3.72 


Class Levels: 














Freshmen 


14.9 


50.4 


27.5 


4.5 


2.7 


3.70 


Sophomores 


19.1 


43.9 


29.8 


6.9 


0.2 


3.7 J 


Juniors 


15.4 


55.6 


23.0 


5.8 


0.2 


3.80 


Seniors 


12.1 


49.3 


2C.5 


4.3 


4.8 


3.60 


Colleges: 














Letters & Science 


18.5 


44.7 


29.4 


6.0 


1.4 


3.73 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


8.9 


54.7 


27.8 


4.4 


4.1 


3.60 


Engineering 


14.2 


64.9 


15.9 


4.6 


0.4 


3.88 


National Norms^ 


12.2 


49.3 


24.5 


8.1 


2.5 


3.63 



'includes American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos. 
^Includes Sasl Indian/Pakistani, While and Other ethnicities. 

^An additional 3.4% of the national group left this item blank or responded thai it Did Not Apply 
NOTE: 97.2% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-2 



COLLEGE CATALOG/ADMISSIONS PUBLICATIONS 
Level of Satisfaclion 





Very 








Very 


Mean 




Salisfied 


odUsiied 


weuirai 


Dissalisfied 


Dissalisfied 


Ra'-ing 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Total Group 


19.5% 


57.3% 


18.5% 


4.0% 


0.6% 


3.91 


Men 


15.7 


59.3 


20.8 


3.6 


0.6 


3.86 


Women 


23.3 


55.6 


16.1 


4.5 


0.6 


3.96 


Graduate /Prof essional 


12.4 


52.1 


27.9 


6.6 


1.0 


3.68 


Undergraduates: 














All 


21.9 


59.1 


15.4 


3.2 


0.5 


3.99 


Men 


16.9 


62.3 


19.0 


1.8 


0.1 


3.94 


Women 


26.5 


56.2 


12.1 


4.5 


0.8 


4.03 


SAA: 














Blacks 


28.6 


53.6 


15.9 


2.0 


0.0 


4.09 


Chicanos 


30.4 


49.7 


15.9 


2.8 


1.1 


4.05 


Other SAA' 


15.0 


65.0 


17.6 


1.7 


0.7 


3.92 


Non-SAA; 














Asians 


14.7 


70.7 


11.5 


3.1 


0.0 


3.97 


Other Non-SAA2 


23.4 


56.6 


16.1 


3.4 


0.5 


3.99 


Class Levels: 














Freshmen 


27.7 


51.5 


18.1 


2.4 


0.2 


4.04 


Sophomores 


25.9 


63.1 


7.9 


3.0 


0.0 


4.12 


Juniors 


20.4 


62.0 


13.9 


3.7 


0.0 


3.99 


Seniors 


17.2 


57.9 


20.3 


3.3 


1.3 


3.86 


Colleges: 














Letters & Science 


24.7 


54.0 


17.1 


3.5 


0.7 


3.98 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


19.2 


62.0 


16.4 


2.2 


0.1 


3.98 


Engineering 


15.4 


75.6 


5.1 


3.8 


0.0 


4.03 


National Norms^ 


17.3 


55.0 


19.6 


4.1 


1.0 


3.86 



'Includes American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos, 
includes East Indian/Pakistani While and Other ethnicities. 

"'An additional 3.0% of the national group left this item blank or responded that it Did Not Apply 
NOTE: 96.8% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-3 



COLLEGE ORIENTATION PROGRAM 



Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 


Percent 




OdUollcU 


OdllbllcU 


iicUiral 


L/looalloJieQ 


uissaiisiieu 


Rating 


Using 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Service 


Total Group 


28.4% 


46.9% 


19.1% 


4.5% 


1.0% 


3.97 


56.6% 


Men 


29.3 


42.1 


22.3 


5.5 


0.8 


3.94 


55.2 


Women 


21.1 


51.1 


16.3 


3.6 


1.2 


4.01 


58.1 


Graduate/Professional 


11.0 


55.0 


23.0 


9.0 


2.0 


3.64 


34.7 


Undergraduates: 
















All 


31.6 


45.5 


18.4 


3.7 


08 


4.03 


64.1 


Men 


33.7 


39.0 


22.4 


4.8 


0.1 


4.01 


62.2 


Women 


29.8 


51.0 


15.1 


2.7 


1.4 


4.05 


65.9 


SAA: 
















Blacks 


40.2 


33.4 


23.7 


1.5 


1.2 


4.10 


83.8 


Chicanes 


40.0 


39.7 


17.2 


1.4 


1.6 


4.15 


73.6 


Other SAA' 


21.7 


61.4 


15.6 


1.3 


0.0 


4.04 


68.2 


Non-SAA: 
















Asians 


19.1 


60.1 


18.2 


2.6 


0.0 


3.96 


57.9 


Other Non-SAA2 


34.0 


42.2 


18.4 


4.4 


1.0 


4.04 


63.7 


Class Levels: 
















Freshmen 


34.6 


55.0 


7.4 


2.7 


0.3 


4.21 


71.4 


Sophomores 


30.8 


45.4 


17.7 


6.2 


0.0 


4.01 


64.8 


Juniors 


35.3 


39.5 


23.5 


1.7 


0.0 


4.08 


65.5 


Seniors 


26.2 


44.9 


21.7 


4.5 


2.7 


3.87 


58.1 


Colleges: 
















Letters & Science 


30.6 


44.4 


17.9 


5.6 


1.4 


3.97 


64.4 


kg. & Env. Sciences 


40.2 


43.6 


14.6 


1.5 


0.0 


4.23 


56.5 


Engineering 


20.6 


52.7 


26.7 


0.0 


00 


3.94 


81.4 


National Norms^ 


24.5 


46.9 


18.2 


6.4 


2.0 


3.87 


63.1 



'Includes American Indians. Filipinos and Latinos. 
'Includes East Indian/Pakislani. While and Other ethnicities. 

''An additional 2.0% of the national group who indicated participation in an Orientation program left this item blank. 
NOTE: 55.1% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-4 



ACADEMIC ADVISING SERVICES 



Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 


Percent 




Satisfied 


Salisiied 


Neutral 


Dissatisfied 


Dissatisfied 


Rating 


Using 




0 


A 


0 




1 
1 


oervice 


Total GrouD 


14 4% 


51 9% 


21 1% 


10 5% 


1 7% 

1.1/0 


fi7 

0.\) 1 


UU.U/o 


Mpn 

if I V i i 


155 


45 8 


24 1 


129 


1 8 


0.\)\J 


fifi 1 


WoiTipn 


133 


57 2 


195 


83 


1 6 




71 7 


firadiiatp/Prnfp<s<sinnal 


160 


44 3 


?4 4 


1?2 


3 1 
0.1 


O.OU 


44 0 


IJndprpradiiatps ' 
















All 


14 0 


53 3 


21 1 


10 1 


1 4 




77 3 


Men 


16.8 


45 1 


24 0 


127 


1 5 


363 


755 


Women 


116 


60 5 


187 


79 


1 3 


373 


790 


SAA: 
















Blacks 


18.1 


50.3 


21.0 


4.9 


5.8 


3.70 


90.6 


Chicanos 


27.7 


43.3 


21.2 


65 


14 


389 


83 2 


Other SAA' 


11.3 


58.9 


19.1 


68 


40 


367 


829 


Non-SAA- 
















Asians 


15.6 


66.1 


8.0 


104 


00 


387 


81 5 


other Non-SAA2 


12.8 


50.4 


24.7 


10.9 


1.2 


3.63 


74.8 


Class Levels: 
















Freshmen 


11.8 


53.1 


20.2 


110 


3.8 


3.58 


59.5 


Sophomores 


18.1 


61.1 


15.0 


5.8 


0.0 


3.92 


79.6 


Juniors 


14.0 


50.4 


21.9 


12.6 


1.1 


3.64 


84.1 


Seniors 


12.2 


50.9 


25.0 


10.3 


1.6 


3.62 


79.7 


Colleges: 
















Letters & Science 


12.2 


53.9 


24.6 


7.9 


1.4 


3.68 


72.4 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


16.4 


54.8 


14.3 


12.8 


1.6 


3.72 


85.4 


Engineering 


15.2 


47.2 


24.5 


12.4 


0.7 


3.64 


80.4 


National Norms^ 


14.5 


45.7 


20.9 


14.2 


4.2 


3.52 


75.6 



'Includes American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos, 
^includes East Indian/Pakistani, White and Other ethnicities. 

''An additional 0.6% of the national group who indicated use of academic advising services left this item blank. 
NOTE: 67.9% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-5 



AVAILABILITY OF ADVISOR 
Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 




oausiiecl 


bausiied 


Neulral 


Dissausfied 


rv* 1 * f * J 

Dissatisfied 


Raling 




5 


4 


0 




1 


Total Group 


21.6% 


38.3% 


29.1% 


7.8% 


3.2% 


3.67 


Men 


19.9 


38.8 


30.2 


6.8 


4 4 


363 


Women 


23.3 


37.8 


28.1 


8.7 


2 1 


372 


Graduate/Professional 


32.9 


43.9 


13.7 


6.7 


2.7 


3 98 


Undergraduates: 














All 


17.9 


36.5 


34.1 


8.2 


34 


3 57 


Men 


16.3 


35.9 


35.5 


7.1 


5.1 


3.51 


Women 


19.4 


37.0 


32.7 


9.2 


1.7 


3.63 


SM: 














Blacks 


12.3 


48.5 


28.9 


7.5 


2.7 


3.60 


Chicanos 


16.1 


36.2 


37.7 


6.8 


3.2 


3.55 


Other SM^ 


13.8 


33.4 


39.6 


7.8 


5.5 


3.42 


Non-SAA: 














Asians 


24.2 


36.8 


29.5 


7.8 


1.7 


3.74 


Other Non-SAA2 


17.2 


36.0 


34.7 


8.4 


3.6 


3.55 


Class Levels: 














Freshmen 


6.5 


38.9 


45.1 


3.9 


5.6 


3.37 


Sophomores 


21.2 


28.1 


43.6 


5.7 


1.4 


3.62 


Juniors 


13.3 


46.8 


26.5 


10.0 


3.5 


3.56 


Seniors 


25.7 


3L0 


29.7 


10.2 


3.4 


3.66 


Colleges: 














Letters & Science 


16.9 


36.3 


38.2 


7.1 


1.6 


3.60 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


20.3 


40.2 


24.8 


10.5 


4.2 


3.62 


Engineering 


16.3 


28.0 


40.0 


6.8 


8.9 


3.36 


National Norms^ 


15.9 


38.5 


24.7 


10.5 


4.3 


3.54 



'Includes American Indians. Filipinos and Latinos. 
^Includes East Indian/Pakistani. While and Other ethnicities. 

'An additional 6.0% of the national group left this item blank or indicated that it Did Not Apply. 
NOTE: 87.2% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-6 



VALUE OF INFORMATION PROVIDED BY ADVISOR 
Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








very 


Mean 




Satisfied 


Satisfied 


Neutral 


Dissatisfied 


Dissatisfied 


Rating 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Total Group 


16.4% 


35.2% 


30.9% 


10.9% 


6.5% 


3.44 


Men 


14.6 


33.9 


34.9 


9.0 


7.6 


3.39 


Women 


18.2 


36.5 


26.9 


12.9 


5.4 


3.49 


Graduate/Professional 


21.1 


39.1 


23.0 


11.3 


5.5 


3.59 


Undergraduates: 


14.8 


34.0 


33.6 


10.8 


6.9 


3.39 


Men 


12.7 


32.1 


38.9 


7.7 


8.6 


3.33 


Women 


16.8 


35.7 


28.6 


13.7 


5.3 


3.45 


SAA: 














Blacks 


18.8 


34.1 


22.8 


17.6 


6.6 


3.41 


Chicanos 


24.1 


26.7 


33.1 


14.2 


2.0 


3.57 


Other SAA 


15.5 


28.5 


37.8 


11.5 


6.7 


3.35 


Non-SAA: 














Asians 


15.7 


31.8 


36.3 


9.2 


7.1 


3.40 


Other Non-SAA2 


13.8 


35.4 


33.2 


10.5 


7.1 


3.38 


Class Levels: 














Freshmen 


5.9 


33.3 


43.9 


6.9 


9.9 


3.18 


Sophomores 


23.6 


36.5 


23.1 


12.0 


4.8 


3.62 


Juniors 


14.2 


29.6 


37.6 


11.6 


6.9 


3.33 


Seniors 


14.4 


36.7 


31.2 


11.1 


6.6 


3.41 


Colleges: 














Letters & Science 


13.6 


34.8 


34.4 


11.7 


5.5 


3.39 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


17.0 


40.1 


27.6 


9.6 


5.7 


3.53 


Engineering 


14.5 


15.6 


44.8 


9.8 


15.3 


3.04 


National Norms^ 


15.0 


33.6 


25.6 


12.9 


6.3 


3.41 



'includes American Indians. Filipinos and Latinos. 
^Includes East Indian/Pakistani. White and Other ethnicities. 

''An adulional 6.3% of the national group left this item blank or indicated thai il Did Not Apply 
NOTE: 86.4% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-7 



CAREER PUNNING SERVICES 



Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 


Percent 




Satisfied 


Satisfied 


Neutral 


Dissatisfied 


Dissatisfied 


Rating 


Using 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Service 




J 1 .0/0 


u J. J /o 


1Q67 


7 

( .0/0 


U.U/o 


R9 
o.oc 


?7 *\7 




90 A 




CU.D 


14 n 


0 0 


^ 79 
O.fC 


Pfi fi 


if UJJICJJ 


14 R 




1R fi 

J 0.0 


9 ^ 

CO 


u.u 


'\ Q1 


?R fi 
CO.U 


rir^nn^lp /Prr\f Pcci r\nAl 
uJ auUdiz/ r J ujcooJUJJaJ 


Ifi Q 


47 Q 


1Q 7 


1^ ^ 

lO.O 


u.u 


O.DD 


9*^ fi 


1 In/iprnT^Hii^^l fi^* 
v/JJUCJ gj auuaiCo. 
















All 

nil 


17fi 


S7 1 


1Q^ 


^ 7 


u.u 


R7 
0.0 ( 


?R 
co.o 


Mpn 


23 6 


4S S 


?0 3 


10 ^ 

1\J o 


u.u 


'\ R? 
o.oc 


?7Q 






66 R 


IRQ 


1 7 


n n 

u.u 


Qfi 


?Q 1 


Onn. 
















Blacks 


104 


54 7 


350 


00 

V/.V/ 


00 

V/.V/ 


3 75 

O. 1 o 


35 7 


V/JjJV/alJUo 


oo.v 


40 ? 


14 0 


J v.u 


n fi 

u.u 


4 fil 


3Q 7 


flthpr SAA^ 


22 0 


47 ? 






fi fi 


Rfi 
0.00 


00. J 


Non-SAA- 
















nolalJo 


1R fl 

1 U.\J 


60 ? 


1R 0 


P. 

o.u 


fi fi 
u.u 


Q? 

0.C7C 


00. C7 


Other Non- Zkk^ 


16.2 


58.8 


18.6 


6.5 


0.0 


3.85 


25.3 


Class Levels- 
















Freshmen 


20.4 


50.1 


26.8 


2.7 


0.0 


3.88 


14.6 


Sophomores 


32.0 


51.8 


13.9 


2.4 


0.0 


4.13 


21.1 


Juniors 


14.8 


62.8 


21.3 


1.1 


0.0 


3.91 


23.1 


Seniors 


13.8 


57.4 


19.2 


9.5 


0.0 


3.76 


47.4 


Colleges: 
















Letters & Science 


18.4 


56.7 


19.2 


5.7 


0.0 


3.88 


28.4 


kg. & Env. Sciences 


9.8 


59.9 


21.6 


8.7 


0.0 


3.71 


26.5 


Engineering 


29.5 


53.7 


16.8 


0.0 


0.0 


4.13 


34.1 


National Norms^ 


18.0 


46.0 


20.5 


10.1 


2.9 


3.68 


19.6 



'Includes American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos. 
^Includes East Indian/Pakistani, While and Other ethnicities. 

■'An additional 2.4% of the national group who indicated use of career planning services left this item blank. 
NOTE: 26.6% of all respondents answered this question. 
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TABLE A-8 



JOB PLACEMENT SERVICES 



Level of Satisfaction 





Very 








Very 


Mean 


Percent 




Satisfied 


Satisfied 


Neutral 


Dissatisfied 


Dissatisfied 


Rating 


Using 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


Service 


lOlaJ ujOup 


C\).\)/o 


A 1 09/ 


9 A \^ 


1 0 (Y7 


0 


o.o4 


CO.O^ 


Men 


1Q ^^ 


00.4 


00 A 
CC.O 


1 A 

10.4 


0.0 


0.00 


CI J 


noiiicn 




4o.o 


0^ Q 
cD.O 


Q 1 


J.o 


Q 'VO 


90 

cy.o 


uJ aUUalt:/ n (;Jt:bi>l(;naJ 


IQ ^ 




97 7 


1 Q Q 

J 0.0 


0 A 


O.DO 


CO.l 


UllUcJ graUUatCo. 
















All 
nil 


cu.o 


i9 ^ 


99 ft 


1 1 ft 
1 i .0 


9 ft 

Co 


Q Aft 
0.00 


9Q n 


MCJi 




41 fi 
4 J.D 


1ft Q 


1^ 1 
JO. J 


0.0 


^ (\9 
o.DC 


97 Q 

c (.y 


nUiJlcJl 


IQ 7 


40 , 


9^^ n 


ft 7 


9 

Co 


o.oy 


1 

oU. J 




















9 A 1 


41 A 
4 J. 4 


Q/1 A 
04.4 


n n 
u.u 


U.ly 


Q on 
o.yu 


00. r 


\/JjJtalJUo 


9Q ft 


^0 9 




n 1 

J O.J 


u.u 


Q G7 

o.y ( 


99 Q 

CC.O 


nthpr 9AA1 


1ft 


OC.D 


9fi ? 
CD.O 




9 ft 


Q ft/1 

0.04 


^A 0 

04. y 


Non-SAA- 
















Aolallo 


1 1 


i7 1 


ft 

00.0 


o.u 


4 ft 
4.0 


^7 
0.0 r 


/ift n 

40. u 


Other Non-SAA2 


23.8 


38.8 


17.2 


17.8 


2.3 


3.64 


zt\ 


Class Levels: 
















Freshmen 


6.1 


63.3 


23.9 


6.6 


0.0 


3.69 


24.6 


Sophomores 


16.6 


41.2 


29.2 


13.0 


00 


3.61 


18.2 


Juniors 


28.3 


43.0 


21.1 


7.6 


0.0 


3.92 


26.8 


Seniors 


22.1 


35.3 


21.4 


15.0 


6.2 


3.52 


41.5 


Colleges: 
















Letters & Science 


23.8 


41.1 


18.1 


12.1 


4.9 


3.67 


26.7 


Ag. & Env. Sciences 


17.6 


39.9 


32.0 


10.5 


0.0 


3.65 


29.7 


Engineering 


12.5 


53.8 


19.9 


12.3 


1.5 


3.64 


38.6 


National Norms^ 


18.3 


39.7 


21.8 


11.4 


5.2 


3.56 


16.8 



^Includes American Indians, Filipinos and Latinos. 
^Includes East Indian/Pakistani, White and Other ethnicities. 

^An additional 35% of the national group who indicated use of job placement services left this ite^i blank. 
NOTE: 27.2% of ali respondent^ answered this question 



